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FP? — 
The QUERIST Examined, | 
K * We. 


Fifty Anti: Queries ſeriouſly Propounded to 
the People called Presbyterians, $6. 


Presbyteriak) | = 
Wtther under the Covenant of Works; F AE | 
} hadwor frmidy. Thrnocents fheyld not have hive 


hrlyrs God, and ſo Mewjers of the Jineels 


Church or Kitgdewrefl Gon? 
Baptif 


'Stri- 
coplt Caller ont, nartcly, fromanother people, 

 *wutbf'wl effoud by Hue Beek, called, ade - 
worlt&Seenin the fate of ititiveenicy? And ſeeing ne man can'tell 


wiſe; ,whether” therefore, it concern or b 
ry rove ubout in fhch ats umknow? af 


- 


>= 


—— = — 


F 


—_ 


Lavea dadſuperftruure, wb NN endaticn is ameer fancy > 


< 
"4 . 
+ _—_—— — 


FAS God was any more obliged to ar der: 6s: 
If - hildrers Right cons Parents ſhould have been lyraWvsy 
feltions of their P arents,and enjoyed the ſame Privildgertis he was 
obliged immiaking the Covenantof Grace, to grant? thatÞ/ant; ſhould 
be Ee ſame Sia with their Barents, =. 7 have the Immunities of 
that Society, 


Baptiffe. 
iquery 2-: More qbliged : Ihetber it be.novin.vainto ſup- 
of that God wagobliged at all in either of thoſe cales, ſeeing he is 
ab'olutely free to do whatſoever he gl-afeth with his own? And 
what ground [ave youts elicve, that ſome Infants were more con- 
c£19'd-then others inm-tters.of Religion, i by. vertue-of any Cover 


nant made'with Adam ? And what ſeciety, was\ Infants capable” of * 


ub "Adam... by vez [tue.© { ang Conenant ou e with him after his. 
? Certys this : end lefit as toghels matters, 


BOT Wi 
tron 14 t; mAgm 
Lada: es £4, 


grents,, and now t bed 


"the Parents 4 are Member: 


. ANN 


-» 


. 209 TER OY 4s 2 IT nr AT OC. _——__—— 
= 


TINS 17 dance 
thow- were Jafants ants Members 0b ob the :\6r 
more then'of the.ſdcieryof thc Rapy: 73% 


CaA.. 


CAtrne Nag 
ot. ea yen 


oybyr triage. 


ohevereverlar thisnatured Oxden ; 2 and tfgt God change wot; bit Ondar 
Haerein, tehecher ures bt not 4s capable of conſenting #ocgrace far. 
cn obilihen, as theywere of being 6111306471} forebewta. bs 


 ffnbignery 4s - Whether:therebe any thatqueſtion whether:Pa 
; vents Le Parencs till, or what need of ſuch Enquifies?. Or. whar 
-d you mean.by Gods gatural Grder ?* If you meaninatural: Re- 


ligton, then ſhew.us what Infants-;arc boundto-inmaners of Reti- 


gion by natu:e, or what this' natural Order ties Parents to do to» 
their Infants, uponthe aceautpt-Braticals in Reiigion, which we: 
omit? And whether Parents could bc innocent for their Infants,' 


.[t-cheic Iakanowvere notiinnocent as well aghey 2” and ifinor; how 


| _hovidaheirconſeming ragrace be the:Childs conſent ?-And whe- 
.&ber;icwill not as. well held: retro, - that: the! Parems: conſerting to 
ho oy es ishe7Childeconſtm? And -wherher thisido nor» give 
v ney Parepts.cha. power40-fave :or-idamn their: Infanis?* And. can” 

= __ ſtaod with the .Wiſdom,. 'J«ftjce, or - Mexcy;of. 


 Pregbyteriin. | 


>(Query'5: Whether Þrefants be not imcluded in he fr Edition of” 
theCnvenqrt of Grace madenyith Adim?:(Gen.3:15:;) wither Pw 
leſs it can be proved that Infants are nane of the ode we maſh. 
- 20t.take.t ber, Enridamental Proms ſe to exrend to a Lid was: 
(He nor ahmeby obliged to ft ber [if and af, and all ber -Infant-Progeny in 
Ugg reclaimed -Encwys and" te 0 


b; 
——_—_ m_— Sy OT 


Baptiff- 


Antiquery 5, Whether: the Baptiſts do not as clearfy aſſert In? 
:fts Right roche. Grace @f God: ini the firſt Edirion'ot- te Corc- 
nant, made with Adam, a3 iy whatſoever? And iff by the Seed'of 
the Woman you underſtand allthat are ſaved, who then queſtions 
Infants befonging torthit ſeed? But where is the Woman bound © 
Lift her Infantsin the: R-doewers Army, or where ſhall we finde 
them viſibleMembers of Chrifts Army in the firſt Edition of the. 
Covenant? Are not thele_ meer words without Authority of 
Scripture? or where did Iffants ever fight for, or againſt the Ser- 
. pent ?' arid if not, . why 'do-you mike them the Seed of the Serpent, 
and Fighters againſt the Kingdomof Chriſt? And if:yot ſay, you 
. peak notthete:things of Infants:444ralisy Then whether you bare 
not transferr'd tlic Queſtion, and foiths impertinent? 


 *Pri6byteriin, | 
: ”,. Query. 6; /#betber #n that prſt:Proclamationvf- Grars dv fallen 
- wan, 0717 the fir fs Promiſe of Redrmprie rofhimers, Gitv335; ot 
. Jafant of the V F omar be:or: Promgſed10:bv Boney ah - and Fieadof the 
Church? Aid whether theRramife of tian'hifiine Head, dn not de- 
Shave Gods Mind's 'that be will baoe dofants* Menberr, betain[e the 
Head «5 the princjpal HMemberycht. O15 20 2a Jo [28 


Baptift, 

Antiquery 6. Whether Chriſt in his Infancy was not as truly 
>» God-us Man 2,..aud whether there be apy Partey betweerrthe 1n- 
| - - fautyyouſpeah of ag Chriſt: feeinghewas-abls everrchento 180- 
REGED Cod OT RCIEN 
| x Andi by che Radermed Ghorcby. you. mean thrtioſt aomber of 
| .thelaved, whodeubyd nc erat ofthe Hedhemet Chute) 

 -Iitdon doh ie wan ghorahtyauzzoay are ought 19.04 


admuttc 


LY 


_—  — 


_— 
__—— 


 vhep they-are.a 


_ 


| J- 

ratt:d to pratical Ordinances if Ab v.6ble Church ? ſeeing then 
all fant» { for ought you know) have he ſame- right, which yet 
yondeny ;. but why fo? are you {ure they are noc wiihin the 
verge of Chrilts Redemption ? | 1:4 , 

And though Chriſt. was once an Infant, yer where do you finde 
tha. he was then a Member of the Goſpel Church > Was he vor 
borm under the L w? Gal.q 4. and born Kung of the Jew?, Mat. 
2.2. and according to the ſtace of the Jew ſh Church, an Infant 
migh be both a Mcmber and a Prince z; AnJ was rot the Kirgly 
Office in //rael a Type of Chriſt ? But what is this to:he ordtrand 
ſtate of the Church vnder the Goſpel ? And fur. her,tho1 ghChrift 
an Infant was born-Heatd ofithe Church as aforeſaid, yet iati In» 
fan: Rite, he did; not jntermeddle with the exerciſe of the lesft 
Jar: of hs Authority, | And then. whether it be not more rational 
to ſay, that feging Chriſt the Head of the Church did-not ach ally, 
rolf.fs, erat leaſt.nort ule any part of -that Power,” as an Infant, ar- 
while be was9n Infant 2: ; Its therefore unreaſonable, th:t-Infants 
(tuppo'n ib, y were az truly botn-Members of his Church, as he 

ja- born King of the Jews) ſhould be concern'd in the. aftual, pol- 
(lon of Ordi ances1n Jnfancy ? . HEIRS 26 

_ And wharif we grantibat. Infants may be diſciples by defiofiati- 
08, A Chriſt was Kine, Prief and Prophet by deſignation, (ho g 
the Caſcs not ah keenſic/to-prove) yet ſeeing Chriſt was not a Pro- 
xhet.Cas:you as eg attwexercite, how'tame you to beſo bold 
to bring Infants te:che ex:xciſe of Bapriſni? Andwphy can you not. 
rather contert your ſelves with the defignationor ded ca'ion of your 
Infan's te hs RA 32x make then diſciples 5» au &$ercito, , 

h ®1 And whriker: you may 'not as well repute . 
th\m.thus among diſciples, . and:as ſafely'conclude”them to be in 
the Covenant of Grace. and of the Redeemed"Church without Ba+ 
ptiſm, a5 without the Lords Supper? 'Sith its ſaid , Excepe yeeats 
the fleſb,.of the Sqn of (God, and drink. his blood, ye bave no life 313,908, ,. 
asjwell a5.it,is laid, Except iammn be born a2 ain of warer,e.- hercane 
not enter in:0 the Kingdom of| God... And 'whether Dr. Ta Ta A... 
Learned Pedobaptiſtdo.not ingeniouſly eonfels; That the' Wir of 
Mans notable to ſhew.a diffcrence imtheſe-cafes 21 * ot] 
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1 'Presbyterian.. 

Cuery' 73. Why are thoſetwa Titles put ow thoſe two diſtiut Genes. 
rations, (ch, the Poſterity of Caing and the P. ſterity of Seth) calling 
one the Sor's of Gor', Td the ther 5ame Daughters of men, Gen. 6,'2;. 
Butthat the one was a Generatuon. ſeparated from the Church \rom 
them Birth, (their Progenors being caſt our before thew) when the 
other mas the ſeea of Saints not caſt out, &c. 


5 Fe Baptiſt: IE 


FA 4. Aitiqu, 7, Whither this Text Ger.6;2. be not arbiguous, inſo-- 
; wy much that your own DoRors-are not agreed about the Expeſition- 
| thercof? But /»ppoſong it to .reipe& rhe Poſterities of Cain ard; 
z.6e þ, yet whether it can be meant of Infants, lecing they committed 
none of theſe {11s in taking Wives, &c. And whether your Expo- 
ſition do not damn all Infants proceeting from Caix 5 Poſterity, and : 
conlequent'y al the Infants of. atl-Nations 'which profels not the 
true Religion ?- Pp m7 | 
" AndYuppsſing that the Infants of godly Parents are in ſome ſenſe - 
mor ejmnflediarely related to.the Church; then the Infants of Pa- 
gans by reaſon of the Prayer and Deſignation of their Parents, and / 
the opportunities of Egucarion? yer. what makes this for any aQual * 
Participation of Ordinances ig the Church,and what one Orginance + 
did the Infants of theſe Sons 'of God partake of ? ' And: Sith' the © 
Scripture is wholly-lilent of any ſuch: thing, whether this do noc - 
moreftrongly conclude againſt Infam-barriſty then: for it ?*, And 
whether it be needful to ſay any: thing ro'the latier"patt: of this, 
Query, fecing we grant al,” and ſomthing more thch this Text will 
prove, though we deny. them a&tual. right to-:Ordinances? And 
whether the common or equal overthrow of theſe 'Zenerations; in 
reſpe& of the Infants of both, do neteridently ſhew, that as tq the 
buſineſs of their ſalvation, they-were in the tame condition ? And 
then'whether it be ſafe for-us to. conclude, that the wickedneſs of ' 
any Progenitorshave any further-<ff:& ypon the Trifant-ch Idren 
then to expole them to external calawities, ſeeing Chriſt died tore- 
pou ag ©” Tara dn brought upon them þy Aden? 
W.5.10s. | "SS $: 


( - 


Pres-- 


-—_ 


Presbyterian. 


| | .  Qnery.$. Whether it was not the ſame Chierth berav', and after 

Abrahanis' fime; , that war caled the Tents of Sem? Gen. 19,127- 

W.zs not the Jewilh Charch denominated the Tents of Sem? © Aid 

- . does it not hence appear, that the. Church- P+rvileds of. that 

| People did net begin with or from Abraham, bur that the ) were befur,? 

| And how was it the ſame Cinrch that was of Sem, and of Nþrahiim, 
sf ut had not the ſame ſort of Members or Materials? &C.. 


Bapti fe 


Antiqu, 8. Though it be true, that the Church is che ſame. in: 
ſome ſence, from the beginning of the world to the'end ;. y<t why- 
ther it may not truly be taidalio, not.tobs rhe ſamein divers re- 
| tpe&ts ? And whether the Covenant as made with Noh, Gers 9. 

; do not differ from the Covenanias ma 'e with Adam, though both: 
was made with all 2a k:nd, and is affirmed tobe phe C:yenant, of 
Grace by Mr. Baxter,” Atid:wh-ther there was not yet @ further 
difference b<tw:en theſe and the Covenant as made with Abr: lian? 
| Ger..17.. the former being madewith all mankind; ahd neyer yet 
 abrogated,"(as ſaith Mr. Rexrer).' The other was made with Afr a- 
ham and his Seed, diftint fromthe reft of, Mankind, 'but as they 
fhould'be Profelited thereto ? And thongh the Church may be de-- 
nominated the Tents of Shew, bth'before and after Abraham, yet 
whether this conclude there was to be: no+alteration of the Hate 
of the Church under theſe times reſp:Rively ?. And whe- 
ther in anyof the Tents of Shem, before Abrahams time, fomuch - 
as any one Infant can bz found admitted to th: Pratical Part of any 
Ordinance inthe Church, which'was p:culiar to hzr as ſuch, (for 
as touching Prayer, it is a moral duty,” and to bz. made. for. all: 
men. )' ' And\whether thus boldly''to ſuppoſe. a thing withque the - = 
Fo roy te be noca plain b:gging the main En» in Cha Y. 
ion” 2. EL EneEr RI ITE IT 
And thought: be never ſo 'true, ' that the uniyerſal reteewed 
Churchiconſiſt of the ſame Materials in all Ages, yet whether itbe - 
no evident that that God made a diff:rence, as to thetime of dil-. 
penſing Ordigances tothem? As firt no Pragiealglt; neg Hr 
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FR Foo thy aver, ſecing me deny an aig ingrs Fifancs, 
"T0d>: 
doingthap for which you haye no Law??. . 


and though then Circumciſion wasordained for Males, yet not for 
all the Male Children,” for all under eight days of Age were prohi- 
buted, and yet you granr.th:y were inthar: Cover it, nor any Rite 


arall fot ch= Females, who ycr-were of the fame Chured?- And 


*Fh&her under Moſes they were.not admitted to other Rites 4alfo, 


| athe afl.ver, Sacrifices and other holy: Feaft; of the Jews'?? We 
therefore” ask you why the Infants of converted Gemctilesare-notin- 


-a* good. a condition, without any Rite or Ceremony as the InfMts 
of all the faithful from Adam to Avrabam? And whether 'thoie 


| Infants before Abraham were not as happy as the Infants of Abra- 


ham? An then doth it not follow, that the Tnfarits'ef faithful 
Gentiles, are as happy w if 10ut Circumciſion, or tary other Rite 
or Ceremony whatioever, as: Aorahams wwis unler 'a Ceremony , 
Feeing Gol hath. not obliged chem to any iaithe:days of the Goſpel, 


” . 


- or fince.the Ab! ogaticnot. th,Law-and:Circumciſion ?--- 


+ Prebyterian. 


4 uery o. Whether if we: could ſhew-no written Law or Promiſe 
af firſt conſtituting the Dity, or grauting the-Priviledge of Church- 
Momber ſbjp, it were the leaſt diſparagement to our.Cauſe, ai long bs 


" We.can ſbew thoſe following, Laws which. preſuppaſe:this? If Moſes 


at phe eridof. that 2090 years the Church of God bad bin wethonr any 
"written Law, found all the Infants of Church Members in poſſeſſpon of 


*this bin-fit * iwhiatmeed was there of a new Law :abuut #1? Or why 


Far Cod promiſe tt as ave ghing?, 1.1 1499 


og: IO 
. e pf-+> F- - bh. PF | 


"Atiqu. 9. Whether if there be any ſuch-Law, - you would- net 


Have ſheyred us whers, it i«,longere this day? and whegher 


you do 
mt riow graft in fe there is ng ſuch. written Law?! os pr 


"x 


n& for them by their ged ly Parents, but only oppofe your 
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Qtediſpenſed to any Infant that we read of till Abrahams time; 
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Fr_—  "Prebbyterian, , 


Query T0; Whithet there being certnin Proof in Scripture of Ind 
farts Church- ember ſhip, . but none except that before, alledged from 
Gen, 3. that makes any metition of the beginning of it, but all ſpeaks 
ing of it as nonem thing; we have not great reaſon to aſſign ts begins 
Berg, which from Gen, 3, is before ſocken "a : 


Baptiſt. 


Artiqui: 16, Why 46 youſay that Ger, 3.15. makes mention 
of infants Church-Memberſhip, (otherwiſe then what we allow) 
Is here the leaſt hint of your mode of making Infants Church- 
Members, that is, doth this place bid you admit thera to any Or- 
dinance ? . As for the gracious Covenant .here made qvith Adarn, 
do we not grant"that it extends. to Tnfatits, yea, we ſay with Mr, 

; Baxter, it was nevet abrogated? | 


Presbyterian: 


' | "Quety 17. Is it mot uwnqueſtionable, that the Covenant of Graet 
_ wade ro Abraham the Father of the Faithful, comprehended Infant s 
for Church- Members ? And tyas '8 not the ſame with that Gen. 3.1.5» 
' But in ſore things clearlier opened? Werg not both theſe "the Cove- 
rare of. Grave and free Juſtification by Faith in the Redeemer } And 
. did not the Covenant made to Abrahatn and bis Seed, comprehend In«. 
Fans 2 And ſhould not the [ame Frome, expreſſed more conciſely: be 
* Gxpoknded by the Jame expreſſed more ſully? ” OSOEE 


I 


ww + — - 


affign colnfacts; we allow them, OR 


difference between th s and Pg ; be not chicfly cif 
not 0hly } about impoſing Ceremhies tipan Infapits? And whether 
. it benot evident that what Ceremonies the W6: ae did ever / 
9K, Tal 


.. 
% 


for which you canal{lign'no Authority in the Holy Scriptures, as 
Ss confeſſed by many Pedobupriſts, .. See Mr, Baxiers Core. p,zs 


Presbyterian: - 


© Query 12. Whether (though the, Hebrews, had their Prulih: 
Fities ) it be at all credible, that the Infaits of that one ſmall Countrey 


only ſhould be ſo di fferently dealt with by God, from all the World elſe, . 


even Fnoch*s, Noah's, Sem's, 41d all from Ada to the end of the 


. World, that theſe Infants only ſhanld be. Church-Monbers, and ne. 


| Prbers, 
| Baptif,.. 


Amiqs, 12, Whether this Fvrry, (as indeed aſmoR all the reft) 
d0not miſ” the true-itate of the Caſe, ſceing the Bapriſts may and 
do in a goodence acknowledge Infants to be related to theChurct 
Viz, by Redemption, Pions Dedication troGod &c. . Ard ſeeing you 
grant the. Hebrews badtheirPeculiarities,in what thing couldit be 
. but inexternal Rites andCeremonies,e ſpecially concerning [nfants; 
''And ſhew us, if youcau, 'any one; Nation under Heaven, frem the 


.he inning of the World (9 thigday, to whom God gave any Law | 
id either Legal or Evangelical. And | 


robring > Heir Infants to any Ri 
fith Circumciſion was forcibly put upon Infants, we ask whether 
you be ab'e toprove,. that any,Perſon whatſoever are to be forced 
- to Baptiſin, which | Auguſtine tells' us, Jnf.ints do ſtr.tve againſt 


"with greaterying, from whence 5 inkers they hays. no Faith,” Liv: . 


ds Pegcat, Mer, & Rewif. eb 28 
Prprbyterian: : 


Quay T3, Whit 2anl '” wore abu rdgthen t, een A Trinfent 
as Mr. T. bath don ”e), making Hefea's C ohne nheroywithe 


rind nr i gs be xpt 4-contradiftinn 7 2 3d» 
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ration; and only oppoſe: your Wha Ceremonies upen-Tnfants; . 


ol ant Promiſe, ir Coy 499 Gedgs # i £9 te © 
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(1), 
| Baptiſt, 


Atiqu,t 3, Whether thefe things be ſurely ſuggeſted againft 
Mr.T, and whether you ought not to have ſet down his opinion in 


his own words? and whether the doth not mainly oppoſe. humitlf a- 


gainft Mr. Baxter*s Pretended Law for Infant Church-Memberthip 

and Baptiſm, whiles yet he denies not Infants a faving Promalc,.oc 
the Promiſe of! ſaving Prepriety in God, Antipedotapt. ;. Part y<33. 
(And whether-that Book was cver-aniwered by Mr. &axter, Or eve 
mill; by any other? | 


Pecsbyterian,-. | 
14: Was it only the Infants of rhe Hebrews, or of thoſs 


Query 14. 7 | 
that were «t their abſolute diſpoſe, that were Churth-Members!#V exo 
nr the Infants of free Profelites Churth- Members tov'? - 


Baptiſt, 


Antiqn. 14, Whatneed of-this Query ? -who doubts but.that | 
'asmany others as became Jews by being Proſelited 'to the Law, 
were Citcumciſed according tothe Law? But:wheredo.yo11 fi ad, 


-+bat anyy either:Jews or Gentiles, when they were. baptized,had any 


vbligation to baptize their children and ſervants allo. ? 


Presbyterian. : 


'-* Query 15.YV/as it wot then-the Duty of all the Nations rand 42 


themſelves, and their Elrildren to God by Circumciſjen ? - | 
And did not many of the People in Heſter's rime \hecowe Jays, 


bout, that could have.Inſormaticn of the Jewiſh Keligion, to engage 


| Heſt:8.17. mho-yet were not under their Gowernment ? = Agd 5s it 


not well known, that this was to be circumciſed, they and thear Jutle 
ones, (as the Proſelites were) and ſo to kgep the Law of Moles? fot 
» Ard whether thecirenmeifed Servants of Iiracl, ſold away to an- 
ether Nation, and ſe ſeparated from the Civil ftate of Iiracl, did co 
nomme ceaſe ro bo Churchemenbert, theugh they for ſook not Godt. And 
fo of the Infants, if they were ſeld in Infancy ? Aud ſo OY In. _ 

| D2. ants 


fans might ot be Chareh-memberz, that were met of the Jews Cons 
monewealth ? 


"Bapiiſt, 


Antiqu; x5. Although other Nations had the liberty to become 
Jewes, yet whether:they were under fuch an- obligation, as thae 
they muſt become Jewes,-or elſe not be ſaved, is worthy confidera« 


-cale of Cornelius, Att30. and of the Grniiles, Row. 2. - ate duely 
conſidered, whereas the one is accepted as fearing God- and 'work- 
ing Righteouſneſs,. as muck as the Few upon the account of his Jew- 
[+ Worſhip? - And the other Gentiles generally, who did by Na- 
ure the things containedin the Law, were counted the Circum- 
<ifion, ſoas to judge the Jew, who only had the Circumcifi on in the 
HFeſh? and not only fo, but fo as to be. accepted of God, as far (at 
leaſt) as the Righteouineſs of the Law would avail the Jew ? Agd 
whether the Infants of theſe devout Gentiles was not free fromany 
obligation ta Circumcifionyor any other external Ceremony? And 
whether there be not an evident difference between the Law and the 
Goſpel inthis, the one being fitted tothe Jewiſh Nation only, ſo as 
20 be capable of an orderly oblervation there only ? And the, Go 
ſpel fired for throbſervation of all Natiens: equally, and eonfe= 
quently all Navions equally obliged to the full and orderly Pape 
-fcifion thereo{?. | > OOE-EIE $5122 


-Presbyterian. 


Query. 16, FPere not theTſraclites Children Members of the u- 
niverſal viſible Chuerck, as well 4s of the Congregation of Iſrael ? © 

As he that is s Member of the City is « Member of the Kingdom 
end 'apare of a party is u part of the whole ;,_ ſo was net ever 
merwber of the Jews | Church a{ſo a ember of Gods unvver/al 


Bari " 
#1416, Whether it be well ſzidco cal the cieplChurthy le 


Js. oe ous o 
, 


-tion ; and whether the contrary will-not be- found true, when the © 


» <+ waa; IT. 
* 


—* a headed 
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An{ wh:ther the univerſal] Church did not contain mas : 
Ty thouſands ſuch, as Job, Corneliue, 5c, who were neither Jews 
by Naturenor Religion? And whether no Infants might be ſaid to 
be Members of the univerſal Church, who were not Members of 
the Jewiſh Church? and if nat, how ſhall-they be-1aved, fſeciog 

Chriſt is onlythe Saviour of his body finally ? in 


Pre:byterian, 


Query 12. Wat therg ever any (rue Churchgor Beclefiaftical Wor 
Pupping Soctgty eppernted by God in all the World ſince the Fall, but 
the Churchef Chriiit? Were yet Infants therefore either Members 
ef Chris Chprch, «r of no Church of Gods Inftirntion? (Vas not 
Moſes Chr:ſt; Uſher, and Moſes Cynrch and Chrift's Church one 
gecor ding to Gee's Inſttattzen © 


| B4tift. 


Antiqn. 17, Whether this Query be not eith:r captious, or elſe 
impertin:nt ? for thoughit ſhould be granted, that the Church of 
Chriſt was the ſame in ſome ſence from the b:ginning, yet who' 
knows not that he time and way for admiſſion of the Members 
thereof wo exter al Ceremonies, was notalways the ſam: ? And 
who MP Ab ung Church was alwaysof Gods Inſtitution ? - But 
doth it therefore fallow, that the Ordinances InRtituted therein, 
belongs to Infants ? might they nothave the Pafſeover, as well as 
Circumciſion, inthe Volaical' Church, and yet have neither the 
Lords Supper nor Baptiſm in the Chriſtian Church ? you deny 
them the ene, why may not weas well deny the other? © 


\ Baptif. 
1 ery 18. Whetber was Abr wade a Member of the Cay, * 
Query 18. Whether was Abraham 2þy auth ox rh. 


Gar cumciſioss or circumciſed becauſe a Member of the EvurchZ 
he like of In gps horn in b1s Hanſe2 oper 
<4 vw .cant the ceaſing of Circumcifion prove Infants Church- 
Member ſhip ceaſed, any more then it can prove their Church- Mem 
ber ſhip began with C ereumciſhon, or _ Women were 70t Church- 

Aew 


——_ 


Member, beeauſtnot circymeiſed% "or that all Wſraelivas uncluwebed | 


iz the/FHderneſ7; when they were une: umoiſed for fourty years 2 
_ Baptiff.. 


##19u. 18; Mthtough Ab-ab2% was inthe Church of God ef-' 
ſentially by. faith, yer: whether formally in thar Conrch-fate,. 
which God was then about tolcttle, till circumeiſed, will ro:, I 
ſuppoſe, be haftily affirmed ?- and hoy can Infants be {aid-to be in. 
the Church, as Abrabam then was, ſeeing they have- no faith as he 
bad? And whether the Jew/ſþ Church-ftate did not 'ceaft de jurey 
When Circumicifion fo ceaſed? And then whether that ſtate of fn- 
fant Church-Memberſhip did not alfo' ceale? And like as the 
ceaſing of the Paſſcover de jure, was the ceaſing of Infants right to 
any fuch Ordinance,even ſo we ask why the cealing ofCireumcifion 
ae jire, is not as truly the ceafation of Infants right to any ſuch? 


Ordinance ?- certainly, if Gods Word aifign any Ordinances in - 


lieu of the former, the place'where *fis written would have b:en 
known te this day? 


r 


Presbyterian.. 


"Query 19. YFhether thebleſſinz of Abraham'conſs/t; wat chiefly 
in'this, that God Promiſedtobe a God in Covenant with him, and hit 
Sced? And how arethe belicving Gefitiles bleſſed with faithful A. 
braham, and Heirs of the ſame Promiſe, if their Infants are tot ala 
ſo chmprehended inthe [ame Covenant 2. % a 


| Baptiſt. | 


Antiqu, 19. Whether the bleſſing of A5rabarr, (if you under- 
ſind it ofeterna! life) were not the bleſſings of the Fathers that 
were before him 2? Ard whether that hlelfing did, not belong 40 
th-ir Infants? ." And whether their Infants were Partakers with 


thitn in any Rites vr Cerdnonies 'of inftitured worſhip ? Ant” if 


not, then, why may net the Infams'sf the Gentiles par take vf the” 
bleffing of 467224», though'not cuncetn'd in Rites or Certmonics n 
or wherhicr you think the bleſſing of Abrahais is Tontined to Ge 


AS I: 


rhe 


nie 


—__ 


temenizvin reſpect» of Infants, if fo, ſhaw. vs what Ceremonies 
theie are ? TEN: | 


A om 010 Presbyterian.””. - 


' : , . ' i F FA 
Query 20. Whether in that great Pramſe, Ge n. I2:. $-iT;:ches, 
Kindreds, Fewilies,:; do not, moſt-certeinly comprehend Tnfauts 2 -.. PP 
ie was to ſuch Families that the Promiſe was made befere. Chriſt, , os 
.ro the Jewilh,Church ?. V Vaatwarrant have we to, under ftand Far 
-wilies or 1 thes etherwifc, mien the fame Promiſe 45 wade to the 
Gentiles 8;- = TR ra { «> ? 4, =. g 


Baptiſt. | 


Antiq,, 20, Whether you onght not to- diſtinguiſh in. this 
great Promile, the things which are eternal from zb2 things that 
were butfor atime?- , And then whether you can.imazinc, that all 

the temporal bleſſings, rites and ceremonies,co: erncd any Nation, - 
as it concerned the fecd of Abraham atter the fleſh? But if by this 
Promiſe you underſtand it as the -Apoſtle Pau! doth, Gal. 3. 16. 
th-n ;ve doubt not but all the Kindreds of the Earth are concern'd 
nit; and. then whether we do nor {ufficiently comprize the Gene - 
.tiles therein? . But bow can, Abrahans (Rites and Ceremonie: be 
,P3rt of rhis. bleſſing .to the Gentiles, -which are, abrogated” long. 
ago? be: «8 


* \Preybyterian.”. 


45 


Query,.21, Whether the ſecond Commangment,, Exod. 20, 5,6; 


A > 


 Wleth 201 cormtaus aſtaniing Promiſe, and diſcouo'y of 'Gols Reſaluti- 
ov, .concerning the ehildrea of all that love him, whether Jews or 
. Gentiles, 10 whom this Commandment belongs ? *whether "God mean- 
 #th not. that bis Retributian:to Parents that love or hate him, ſhall ek- 
'texd to their ehyldrenas [urh.,. leſs they interrupt it at Me by thiir 
"ws #94 ,and if ro (hair hllires ani tales, Shen whethev noe'to_ 
oO RT EH br rey wiper tank. 


- 
Ls 


Hntiqe, ; 


Bapti ft, 

Ant.2 1, Whoever deubted'þvt that Infants are advanteged many 
way+in the bleſfings w hichGod beſtows on them that fear him?and 
ceordingly greatly diſadvantaged by the wicketinefs of their Pa- 
tents, even ſo a5 to'bear their Fathers iniquities many times, av'is 
_ evident in the overthrow of the 0!d world, the Cities of Sodorw and 
Gomorrahye+c, yet whether the bleffing or mercy of eternal life to 
nfants, depend upon the Parents love-to God? And whether the 
; amnation of Infants depend on the wickedneſs of their Parents? 


ind whether the bl-if.ngs of the ſecond Commardment belong 


;ly.to the Church as ſuch, - -or whether all men that follow the 
, ules of Morality, are not within the reach-ottheſe bleſſings allo ? 
nd then how ſhould infant Church-m:mberthip and Baptifm be 


12 b.eſfings of the ſecond Commandgment.fceing this Law concerns 
v 1 | 


fe Churcheniy ? < 


Presbyterian. 


Query 22- F/hether any without theC bur ch are ſocured of Gods 
wercy by P:omiſe? And.wheth;r mercy be not Promgſed to jhe chil 
"dren of the F :ithſWl as ſuch? CSee Pal. 102,28.and 103.17. Prov, 
20.7.1{a.61.8,9 and 65,23.&c)? | 


Baptiſt, 


Antiqn.22. Whether GoT hath ngt ſaid that his ways are* all 
equal ? And whether this dp! potlecure Infants: of Gods mercy, 

though,not baptized? (fer otherwiſe we ſay Infants are of the Re- 

.deeme! Church ? when God {aith, That the Son ſhall not bear the 
 Ipiquity gf the Farther, and every one ſhall b-ar his own iniquicy, 
i\Whether, this b2 .not apromils of mercy to Infant Children, : and 
that in reſpect of Ffernil Life? And 'whethier thefuery be not near 
a kin ro that poſicion of thePap:/ts when they fav,0ut "tf theObureh 
thexs is no Sa't:a-ion, Reſtraining thatiword Church to Viſt»le or A- 


Qual Profeſſors only? And why mult theſe five quotations be _ | 
oe Soi os ”_ 


% menasm n being part of the Moral Law, and is not preperto 


—_— — 
ov > TC Lond <. 
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pole”, vas lhe tbh need 
f * % 
s 


go 


| | | (27) 
ed to Infants only, fith the things ſpoken of theſe Children, Seed, 
or Off-ſpring, are moſtly ſuch as are excluſive of Infants} | 


[ 

| ' | Presbyterian, 

$ | Query 23. Whether theſe Promiſes in the making of them were \, 
] limued to acertain time when they were to ceaſe? Or whether they 

> have been ſince revoked? 

c 

4 Baptiſt. 

G Suppoſe the'e Promiſes yet remain, as we doubt not but they do, 
fith they are not entail 'd upon: the Jew:ſb Nation, ( at leaſt the 

c three firſt Quotations,) How will this avail to the point in hand ? 


s { Areallthebleſlings of God to the Infant Off: ſpring of thoſe that 
0 \} fearhim, &c, bound up in your iuppoled Church-memberſhip and 
5 Baptilm? 


Presbyterian. 


: uery 24. If it was #n the Jews Rejetion of Chriſt, that th 

- | TIS from being Gods People, wy thoſe thouſands of Fact 

uo that believed in Chriſt ſo broken off ? If not, then whethcr were not 
! the Childrenof all believing Jews Ehurch-members in Infancy? Or 
' otherwiſe, was it not ſomewhat elſe then Unhelie} that brake thew 


off ? 
5 | | Re: Baptiſt. 
L Antiqu.24, Whether wasthoſe thatcried, His,bload be.upon us 
'© 3 andour Children, thereby rejzeRing the great Meſſ.nger .of the 
Y» | Ceovenant,iuftly broken off? Ang whether the renting. of the Vail 
nd \ .: ofthe Temple, did.not.ſhew the abrogation of the, Covenantand 
x ! theLegalMiniſtry? whether.was $4»{|broken off when he pexſe- 


_ cutedthe Church cauſing many to-blaſpheme ? And how could 
&he Jews lawfully be married to Chrift, if Moſes was not now re- 
| moved, without bring calledan Adultereſs? And then whether 
4” | thoſethoulands of Joys which believed were: firſt broken off ſo 
_ 


——_ » a 


(48) | 

as toplcad no longer upon this iſſue, Were Abrahams Children, 
we are free-born, &c. And tolook upon Circumcition and what- 
locver was'gainh to thei on a legal accor nt, to be lols for Chrift? 
or is there any other way to b: grafi:d in toth2: Church of Chriſt, 
but by faith ? Nowth-refore ſecing the Zews were inno better calc 
then the Gentiles, Circumrifion being now nothing, . even as uneir- 
cumcifion was nothing, b.ita new creature? then whether all the 
Infants of the Jews row ceaſe to be members of any vifible Church, 
ſecing their Parents bad de jure loſt their Menib.rihip ? 


Presbyterian. 


Query 25. Were met the Infants of the Chriſtian Jews the day 
before their Corver fron Member s of the Jewiſh Church; azd of Gods 
#1r:4ver ſal Churchy(of which the Jews were'out apart ? and doth it not 
ſound #rinzely, that ſuch Fnfants as were the day before Member s of 
tþ: Jewiſh Churcb, and of Gods univerſal Churth, ſhould be put out 
of the Jewiſh ana the whole viſible Church, by the faith of their Pa- 
rents, or without unbelief ? Either it was a Mercy to be'a Member, 

of the Church, or not : If «t was nomercy, then will it net follow, 
that the unbelieving Jews loft nothing by being broken off ? If it was 
« mercy, how aid the Chriftians Children forfeit it ? 


Baptiſt. 


Antiqu.'25, Whether 'we have not ſufficiently ſhewed, that 
the Infants of the Jews were now no Members of che Jew:/þ Church, 


that being now abrogated, and the Golpel Church-ftate confirm- | 
ed by the dcath of Chrift, and the pduring out of the Holy 


Ghoft; neither could two diſtin Church. ſtares ſtand together 
ae jure. 'And then whether tt bc nota great miftakefor-:the Q''#- 


_ -riſtto ſuppoſe the'Jews were 'a-part of Gods univerfal Church, : 


-when in truth-they were no'Church at all ? and therefore 'whe- 


ther the worid:er which he makes about the Jews Tafants whith 


believed, be not groundlefs? And yet whether the Infants of the 
believing Jews were not in afar better eftate, then when their Pa- 


| Tengs were vibelicrers, «firh the Curfe they then had imprecated, | 
Was 


. (9) 
was new removed ? Alſo whether it was not a mercy, that bot h 
Parents and Infants were ſer free from Circumciſion, which what- 
ever it was before, now ceaſed ts b: a mercy to any man, becault 
it was an obligationto the yoke of bondage, and rendred Chrift 
unprofitable to ſuch as ſhould'now receive it ; and conſequently 
2 Rclcafe from'that Church. Memberthip according to the Law, 
was a great mercy to Infants, who till retain Memberthip in rhe 
inviſible Church, as they &id before Circumciſion was ip 
being ? 


Presbyterian. 


Query 26. Mhethcr it be credjble, that he who came not to cafl 
out Jews, but to bring in Gentiles, breaking down the Partition-wall, 
and making of two one Church, would havea Church of ſo different 
form and conſtitutions thar the Church at Jeruſalem ſhould have 15+ 
fant-Mempers, and the Church'at Rome ſhould have nene? That 
the Jews Infants ſhould be Members, andnot Gentiles ? 

If the Jews were brokgn off byunielief,, fh2uld they not be graffed in 
again upon their Repent ance of Faith? And ſo ſhould not every r4- 
penting believing Jews Infants be Church- Members? Or other- 
wiſe how would tixeir graffing in anſwer to their bregking off , ſhould 
they be but in part graffed in ? - , 


Baptiff. 


. Ant596. 26. Whether it be not agreat miſtake to ſay, that 
.Chriſt,came;o make the Jew and Gen::/e one Church, otherwilc 
hen. by.taxing away the Jewiſh Church, and making all things new, 
2 Cor.$.+7. 6c. And whether this might not be dons without 
ſetling any of the PraQical Ordinances upon Infants as under the 
Law ? if otherwiſe, why have you not ſhew:d us where Chrift 
ath required Parentggo ger their Iafants baptized ? and where hy 
forhade them. to, be brought to Impoſition of Hands, the Table 
of the Lord, &c, -If thie'denial of the firft make our Infantsno 
Members of the Church, dothnst your denial of the other two, 
which do ze generally perinin ts Members of the Qaprep, Hake 


fond td In (20) EP> RIS. . wt 
yours none alſo? And if the Church at Jeruſalem, Rowe, &c. had. 
any Infant-Members therein, inthe ſence wherein you would have 
them Members, why do you net name ſome ens. Infant ſe made a 
Member, fith you know it would ſuffice, | Wo 0 
_. Wherher if the Jews grafting in, muft in all Points anſwer to 
their breaking off, their Infants muft not come to other Ordinances 
2s well as Baptiſm ? or will you ſay Infants cannot partake with 
their Parents of ſalvation without Baptiſm ? or whether was the 
Infants of the Jews expoſed to damnation by their Parents tnþb:- 
licf? And if fo, what is become of all their Infantsever ſince ? 


Presbyterian. 


_ Query 27. Was not Chriſt Church Spiritual before his Tncav na- 
t10n when it tookgn Infants) and gathered #1 4 Spiritual way? Was 
not ehe viſible frame of the Jewifh Church ſet #p and crefted by the 
Father of Spirits, and were not ſpiritual Dutves commanded then, 
wpon Promiſes of ſpiritual bleſſings, even liſe eternal? 
Flow will any prove that it was a blemi {b to the old frame, that 
Infants were Members? What was the Church the. worſefor In» 
ants Rights? Tf it be no blemiſh, why muſt-it be done away ? 


Baptiſt. 


Antiqu. 27, Though itbetrue, that Chriſts Churchwas al- 
ways ſpiritual in ſome meaſure, and his ſervices ſuch alſo; yet 
Whether ir de nor alſo true, that the Church” uhder the Law of 
Aoſes was Carnal, inreſpeRt ofthe ſpiricuality.of the Church un- 
der-the Goſpel? Does nat the Apoſtle ſay, 2 Cor: 3. Theſe two 
ones differ as m_ v Wh Fry $ wt on Ber 
- gr. lor of the one ba wy Xy i re ec OT! e or) 
RE ok And ak or tes cham hr the Chnbrchescon- 
cern'd under abeſe MiniRratiens re(peftively fhauld differ accord- 
Toy? Andthough it was no blemiſh tothe JewifÞ Chutch,tobave 
Infants Partakers of their Ordinances, which are vakea wit” 


ws (t T7) 
ed to Tnfantsonly, fith the things ſpoken of theſe Children, Seed, 
or Of ſpring, are moRly ſuch as are excluſiveat Infants? » 


Presbyterian, 


| . Query 23. Whegher theſe Promiſes in the naaking of them were 
limited to acertain time-when they were to ceaſe? Or whether they 
have been fincerevoked? 


Baptiſt. 


Suppoſe thee Promiſes yet remain, as we doubt not but they do, 
fith they are not entail'd upon the Jewiſh Nation, (at leaſt the 
three firſt Quotations,) How will this avail to the point in hand ? 
Are all the bleflings of God to the Infant Off- ſpring of thoſe that 


fear him, &c, bound up inyour ſuppoſed Church-memberſhip and 
Baptilm ? | 


deans <2 £4 


Presbyterias. 


Query 24. {f it. was #n the Jews Rejeftion of Chriſt, that they 
were broken off ſrom being Gods People, were thoſe thouſands of Jews © 
that believed in Chriſt ſo broken off ? If not, then whethcr wers nor 
the Children of all believing Jews Ehurch-members in Infancy ? Or 
otberwife, was«t not ſomewhat elſe then Unbelief that hrake them 

af ? | 


Baptiſ. 


Antiqu.24., Whether wasthoſe thatcried, His blood be upon us 
. 'and our Children,.. thereby: rezeRing the (great Meſſ.nger of the 
.- Covenant, wftly broken-eff ?.' &ridwhether therenting 'of the Vail 
ofthe Temple, did riot ſhew the ;abrogation-of. the Covenant and 
- the Legal Miniftry? whetherwas Saxl broken off when he perſe- 
- cuted the :Church cauſing many to: blaſpheme ? And how! could 
.'4he Jewr lawfully bemarried to Chriſt, if Moſes wasnot now re- 
,moved, without being calledan Adultereſs? And then whether 
thoſe thoulands of 7ews which _— were noi firſt broken off, {0 
O as 
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| _ C18) | 
as to plcad,no. longer upon this ifſue, ,WFe,are Abrahams Children, 
wearefree-boyn, &c, And tolook upon Circumcifion and.what- 
ſocver was gain'to themon a'legal account, to be'loſs for Chrift? 
or is there any other way to b: graf:d in tothe Church of Chriſt, * 
but by faith ? Nowthereferc fecing the Fews were inno better caſe ? 
then the Gentiles, Circumcifion being now nothing, even as uncir-- 
_ *cumciſion was nothing buta new creature ? then whether all the 
\Infants of the Jews nay ceaſed to be m:mbers of any vifible Church, Þ 
{ceing theic Parents bad de jure loſt their Memberſhip ? - I 


\Presbyterian. 


Query 25. Were net the Infants of the Chriftian Jews the day 
before their Converſion Mimber s of the Jewiſh Church, ad of Gois 
nrsverſal Church, (of which the Jews were but a part ? and doth it not 
ſound firenzely, that ſuch Infants as were the day before Member s of 

- #h:: Jewiſh Church, and of Gods univerſul Church, ſhould the put ont 
of the Jewiſh and the whole vifivle Church, by the faith of their Pa- 
rents, or without unbelief? Either it was a Mercy to be a Member, 
of the Church, or not : . If «t was nomercy, then will it not follow, 
that the unbelicving Jews loft nothing by being breken off ? It it was 
«4 mercy,. how aid the Chriſtians Chilaren forfeiru? 


Baptiſt. 


Hntiqu, 25, Whether we have not-ſyfficiemly ſhewed, that 
the Infants of the Jews were now no Members of cheJ-wi(b Church, 
that being now abrogated, and the Golpel Church Rtate confirm- | 
ed by the death of Chrift, and the | pouring out of the Holy 
Ghoſt; neither could two diſtin Church ſtates ſtand together } 
& jure. And then whether. ithe not a great Miſtake for thtQ-2- | 
riſt to ſuppoſe the Jews were a part of. Gods univerſal: Church, © 
when in truth they were no:Church at all 70 and therefore whe- | 
th-r-the wond:r which he makes aboutche: Jews! Infants .which 

Wh h_ be not groundleſs? : And yet whether the Infants of the 
'  . Þelievjng Jews were n6t ina far better eftace, then when their Pa- 
rents were unbelievers, fyhthe Cyrlc they then. bad: imprecated,. | 
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as Naw removed Alfo wherhee at was not 2a mercy; that bot ts | 
Patents and Infants were Og from Circumcifion, which what» 
6 ever it was before, now.ceaſed te/be-amercyto any man, ibrrau 
iſt, Þ it was an obligationtothe yoke:ofbondage, and rendied' Chriſt 
aſe 1 unprofitable to ſuch as ſhould now recciyeit; and conſequently 
ir- : Aa Rclcaſe from that Church-Memaberthip according tothe Law, 


the was a great mercytoinfants, who till retain Memberihip in'rlic 
ch, 3 nviſible Church, as they did before Circumcifion was in 
" |F -einge | F 
| Presbyterian. 


Query 26. Whether it be credible, that he who came not to cafl 
out Jews, but to bring un Gentiles,breaking down the Partition-wall, 
and making of two one Church, would bavea Church of ſo drfferent 
form and conſtitution, that the Church. at Jerulalent ſhould have 1s- 
'fant- Members, and the Church at Rome” ſhould have none > That 

the Jews Infants ſhould be Members, andnot Gentiles > 

If the Jews were brokzn off by unbelief,, ſhould they not be grafted in 
ag as upon thesr Repent ance of Faith? And ſo ſhould net every r= 
penting believing Jews Infants be Church- Members ? Or other- 

* wiſe how would their graffing in anſwer ts their breaking off, ſhould 
they be but in part grafted an? .' Pot» oh 


' Baptift. 
-4 | . Antign. 26, Whether it be not a great miſtake to fay, that 
- CHD canis to make the*Jew and*Dent ile ons” Church, otherwile 
ly , then by raking away the ewsſh Clrirch, and making all things new, 
@ 3 2.09. $.17. Fe. © Andwtither this miptic nor be done” withour 
m. | etlirig any of the Prattical Ordinances upon'Infants' as under the 


h, 3 (Law? If atherwiſe, why have younotThewed us where Chrift 
4 hab req red Parents g0 gef thei Iffaats Daptized ? and where he - 
We Uo them to'be'bronght'ts Inhyofition of' Hand?; the'Table 
- of the Lard, &c; ' 1: Pdenialbt! the firſt make our Infants io + 
_ Moab: 6f the Church,” toth ner your Acnial-of the other two, 
4, mhichdows generallypertain to; Members of the Church; mate 
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none alſo? And-if the Church at Jeruſalem, Rowe, &c, had 
any Infant-Mempbers therein, imthe fence wherein you would haye 
them Members, why doyounetname ſome enc Infant ſo made 2 
Member, fith you know't would fuffice, ' - 

Wherher if the Jews :graftihg it, muſt'in all/Poinrs anſwer to 

their breaking off, their Infants muſt not come to other Ordioances 

35 well as Baptiſm? or will you ſay Infants canfiot partake with 
their Parents of ſalvation without Baptiſm ? or whether was the #? 
Intants of the Jews expoſed to damnation by their Parents unbe=a 
licf? Andif fo, what is become of all their Infants ever ſince? 


- 
F 
—_ _ —_— 
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Presbyterian. 


Query 2y. Was .nos Chriſt Church Spiritual before bis Incarna- 
#107 when it took'sn Infants) andgatheret ina jpiritual way? Was 
nt che viſible frame of the Tewifh Church. ſet up und eretted by the 
Fither of Spirits, and were not ſpiritual Duties commanded then, 
wpon Promiſes of ſpiritual bleſſings, even liſe eternal? | 

How will any prove that it was a blemiſh to the old frame, that ; 

' Inf ants were Alewbers? What was the Church the worſefor In« 4 
fants Rights? If it be no blemiſh, why wuſt it be done away ? F 


Baptiſf. 


.  Antiqn, 27, Though itbe true, that-Chriſts, Church was. al- 
ways ſpixitoal in ſome'meaſure, 'and His' ſervices ſuch alſo; yer 
whether it de nov al{o.true, that the'Church under the Law of 
Moſes was Carnal, inreſpeR ofthe ſpirituality ofthe Church ug- 
der the Goſpel? Docs'notthe Apoſtlefay, 2: Cor. 3, Thele two 
. - Miniftrations differ as much as: Letter and,Spirit Laffereth 3 , 3nd 
thor theglory: of the one; had;,no glory -in.re/pedh, of he glory 

, whichexcelleth? And/isit-not#hen rational,zbat the, Churches con- / 
cern'd under-theſe Minjtratiens reſpeAively- ſhould: dRer aecord- 

ingly ?-And though-it was no blemiſh tothe Jewifp Church,tobave 

; Infants Partakers of their Oxdiuances, which are ales carne 


" " 4 is "_ —_——_ _— — CT .. - - PA 
ET ne a. ant be * ww" A, ca. "Winn ge — = = 
" . _ Mrs 4 p ” ” S - -< "SOR iy Ar” —_ = 


> (3 fs Q @ 


ig 


C 
7 
| 
| 
3 
T 


Es 


. Cheir Lives and Rights as grown ples ? - But how Rey ie 


p; {2r) 


yet mhether it be not «more perfect ſtate; when the Ckurch do a 


know: God, from, the leaſt tothe. greateſt of them 2 And: whether 
this b: not the ſtate of the Church nader'the Golpel, according te 
Gods, Appointment ?- Heb. $. 16, I1,12,1;3. And whether that 
which is le(s perfet ought not to vaniſh away when that which is 
more perfe& is come. that he ſaith a new Conant ybe hath. made 
the fir ft old, now that which decayeth and waxcth ald 15 ready to vas, 
iſh away, Heb.8.1 3. 


Presbyterian. 


Query 28. In what reg ard were the new frame better, ſuppoſing 
the caſting out of Infants, 'which wereintheolda? How doth Infanss 
Relation detratt from its Spirituality ? Do not the adult come in 
by t he ſame kind of conſent for themſelves, es they make for their In- 


farts? And do not the Aavult blemiſh the Church with mere carnal © 


fins then Irfants do ? Would any Kingdom be more excellint, if alt In- 
fants were disfranthiſed?* Does not Nature teach all Kingdoms on 
Earthy to tak them fox Members, though but Infant» Members ? 


| Beptiſh, 


Antiqu.28, Whether it beneceffary to ſay Infants arecaſt out of 
that whereof they were never poſicſſed, to wit, the uſe of Ordinan- 
ces in the new frame of the Chnrch ? 'Or-how can infants be ſaid 
to be aſpiritual ſeed ? Hoy are they living ſtones, builtup a ſpoi- 
tual houſe 3, to offer ſpiritual ſacrificesin a Goſpel ſenle ? Or low 
are your Infantsa more ſpiritual ſeed then eur Infants > And whe- 
ther any ather are by Chriſts Order t6 partake in Gofpel-Ordi- 
ances, then fuch as therein worſhip God tpiritually ? And whe- 


Ther hence it be not clear, that the way of making Infants Church» 


membersdo not detract from the tpirituality of the new frame of 
the Church? Alſo where hath God required the Adult to confent 
for their Infant Church m mberſhip in this new frame? _ Ard 
whether the compariſon b-tween an carth'y Kingdom and the 
Ghurch of Chriſt be any; way fitting, ſeeing Infants have as much 
need of the priviledge of humane Laws, for the pretervation of 


— 
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| .. Frag) | 
feed of the Laws of the Chureh, (and partientarly Baptim) forthe - 
preſervation of rheir fouls,” And llectct this finilitade ow not 


 Beemproved-agamft you, Teting Infants, though Members of King= 


domes, yet are excuſed from. all duties-perſonal whatſoever, and 


then why may rhey-notbereputed «of the Kingdom of God; amd 


yet exempt fromthe duties of his Kingdom? or how come they ta 
be-concera'd.{omuch in: that one.duty-of Baptiſm, :and no other 
whatfocyecr ? : 


Presbyterian, 
: Query 29. Whether any Jew at are was a Amber of the: old 


Church wirhout profeſſing faith, ( in the Articles. then neceſſary to ſal 
vation) Repentance and Obetlience? And wherein the ſuppoſed new 
vall and frame doth in'this differ from the old, ſave only that a more 
fultand expreſs Revelation of Chrift: requireth a more full _ 5 
Faith? Is it not evident. that they were to profeſs conſent 10 Gods Co- 
uehunt, which who:ſo denied Aſa world pit -to death ? And was not 
cireunrifion a cevenarting Att ? And didthey not thereby proſeſct0 
take God for their God ? Or would Godelſe have takgn them for bis: 
People? And would not rewouncing God have cutthew off ? 


| Gutiqui20. Whatic become now of yaur Infant-Chorch-mem- 


ber hip; if when grown up they ceaſe tobe Members'upon that ac- 


* iapery. 304) Whether Gods Lay gbligers.net Porfone 10 devers 


*s' 


count ? Were, the Jews Infants twice' made Members of their 
Church ?: Or ivevery renewing the 'Covenart,, (as in the caſe of 


-Aſa,) making men Members of the Church ? - But: where did the 
-*Chu:ch ever admit one Member #0' her communion by Baptiſm 
 \-vwithout'Pcofeffion/?:or where did ſhe ever deeree, tharithoſe Who 


would not:{ubmir to her newfratieofhould-be put to death? And 
whether/in'this the newiframe of the Elwurch do not greatly diflcs 
from the old:?- : | F 
MEET Presbyterian? 


The m- 


71 (a3) - 
themſelves, and their Infants to oft by conſenting to Gods/Covenant 
for themſelves and them > Whether itwas not the duty of the liraclites 
r0engage and devote their childrents God in Covetian ? Whether 
this be not evident from the Peualty (even to be ont off from bis People ) 
annexed for the non- Performance ?. ( And whether thisbe not as much 
our Duty fill?) Does uot the Law of Nature bind us to give to every 
one his own due ? and arenot Infants God's.own due ?. Does not the 
Law of Nature bind Parents togive them up to God by at kpowvledging 
his right, with a free reſignation and dedication of the Inf.n: ts God as 
bis own? 


Baptiſt. 


 Antsq.. 30; Where are Chriſtian Parents required to devote 
their children by conſenting to any Covenant for them (or in thcir 
ſtead, as the Jews were in matters of Religion: and what penalty 
hath God impoſed on them that devote not their Infants by-ſprink- 
ling them as youdo? And whether wedo omit the duty of devo 


, ting our childrents God in any thing whereinthe Law of God or 
Nature obligeth-us, («bating #5 all what maſt be abated\? And who 
. denies Infants to be capable of Iafant-rclation, obligation or right 


or who oppoſes their being devoted to God in their capacity? and _ 
whether this be not a meer noiſe of words, as if all that do not'as 

you do, do lay aſige their care -and: duties towards Infants? And. 

where is theinſtitution of your publick way ? Have we not a more 
certain inſtituted way to devote them ro God by. Prayer, and to 
educate them in his fear,as they are capable, then you have to croſs: 
ar ſprinkle them ? 


Presbyterian.. 


Query 31. Whether Anabaptifts themſelves, all of them: that are 
truly pious, ds not vertually (though not attuadlly) devote their chil«. 
dren to God; and conſent te their Covenant-relatian, while they wehes, 
ently plead againſt it? * Wag * — MrOTuy 


| a a the 
Baptiſt. | Fc he 

Antiqu.3t. Whether you do not greatly wrong your ſelf, and 
thoſe youcall Anabaptiſts, in ſaying; they vehemently plead againſt: 
devoting their children to God , yea fure, they do it atuallyas fae 
as Gods Word requires? And can you believe, hat there is ne 
way to deyote children to God but in your way? How then did 
Adam, Enoch, Scth, Noahy&c. devote their children 60 God? And 
it would do well alſo if you could ſhew us how they conſerited to. 
any Covenant for their Infants, more then we do ? or proveif you 
can, that you your ſclyes do comſcntto the Covenant of Gracc fas 
your Infants,. more then we whom you call Anabaptiſts ? 

Does not Euſebins Pamphilius eount Chriftianity as old as Adaw? 
L.r.c.1. And doth-not Tertuliian fay, Enoch 'juſti1ſſimum non Cir- 
cumciſum nec $ ibbatizantem,c, Enochan upright man was tran- 
ſlated by God, though he were not circumciſed, neither yet did 
obſerve the Sabba. h.--- Ur erermitas candidate, c. Tothe end,that 
he who did afpire to Eternity might ſhew-us, that we might pleiſa 
God without the burthen-of Moſes Law, And what Law (fave 
the La v of Circumciſion) did ever require Infants $0 be brought 
ro Practical Qrdinances in the Church of God ? 


Presbyterian. 


Query 32. 1s it not adeſperate undertaking, and dare any ad- 

venture on it, tojuſtific all tbe World before Chriits Incarnation, ex- 

- Cept the Jews, from the guilt of not dedicating their children to Grd ? 

And do not ny that ſay there is no Law in this caſe, fay there is no 

Tranſgreſſien? Auddare any like manner undertake to yiſtific at 

the Bar of God all the PVorld ſince Chriſts Incarnation from the guilt 

of ſin, in riot dedicating their children'to'Chrift, and entiing chem in- 

\ , Tohis Covenant as Members of is Church? Dare any maintain that 
\ © "all theWorldis ſimleſs in this refpet? © a 


. _ >, Baptiſt. 


Ahriq. 32, Whether this be not a very unwiſe Query? As if 
, == | * Note 
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| aural the Fathers did dedicate nfants to God, unlels 
ang ee 


= w" he _ = oe —_ 4 the Church, 

which, is the only thing rec pc or_ne. 
Fpray you; did orders 3 Patbb dtllicate thei 

Iefaus 10 Goa, ſithwe finde nd Pradtical Otfinitice for- ht 
te World, if they do 


Infancy ? © or why gecs abevrts ju 
not a5 the Lawof Codand Naturewills to do-for their? 


Infants? © Andmay we not well juftifie all men, _ NE, 
that which the Zaof God wn ned 


Predbyterian. 
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paptif. boog 
Antique. 33. What benefits it to brings Infants to that which 


God requises not of them ? er whether it be any loſs to them 


r{God requireit?*Andieti makeyour Redory 

thisallin'all; ſhew us*what rs 100 defefledas nr 
4prinkked;+ morethen the IafeagbvP.wpiows ? And what 
® that behefit} hae all who ate ſptinkled by-whe Papiftvy cores 
ceivey. which you ratifie for.geod nee ?"*Or how aro thei 
Infares Gbierctiumembers more then ours? \-And. whether ous 
een 7 uy have nota fairer waytothe Pi 
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Whether in G9ds acceptance the Child deth not thus truly con? 
ſent by the believing Parents, and doth net Covenant with God, as 
4 Child covenanteth ana conſenterh repmtatively among men, who 
by big Parents 19 made 4 Party i Contrath, as m # Leaſe for bu 
Life, or the likg? | | : 
"— fo granting the Relation of Church-mewber ſhip , to be 
faunded in 4 mutual contrat, covenant or conſent butwixt God 
and wy yet muſt not thu conſent on our part differ according to the 
different age and oy of Infantry, end the adult? Were not. 
the Iſraclites 1pfants Church-members, whoconſented not attwally x 


iu their own perſons, but viriuallygand reputatively ? 


Baptiſt, 


" 'Antiqu.35. Weltill requireyon to ſhew where this Law ity 
that obligeth Chriſtians ts wilt the baptizing of their Infants, 
andjhat will warrantthe haptizing of one Perfon by vertuc of 
anothers will? And whymay rot a reputative Baptifm ſerve as 
well as a reputative Covenant, fith the Covenant isgreater then 
Baptiſm? And whetherthis be anadviſed ſpeech, that the Pa- 
rent bath the whole diſpoſal of his Child in muters of Religion? 
And who muft judge what is good: far his Infant in religious 
matters? Muſt not Gods Word do this ? Aud fhew.us whas 
command we haye-omitted, innot bringing eur Iafan:s to the 
Font as youdo? Or do you thinkthat your inſtance of a Leaſeyis 
fafficient to rectific mens cofiſciences in matters of this nature > 
And what if ſome of the Jews, bad failed to» conſent fer their 
children, were they therefore not in; Covenant > ſureit, was 
the Law, not the Parents conſent, that regulated theſe mateers.” 
Neither do we finde, that the /ſraclires were beund to repent and 
Þelieve in the Perſon: of the thild, and accordingly to make 
profeſſion in his yur a nary piledy.as Tu doatthe Font 
. when you pretend to baptize your Infants, when, yet you. ba- 
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Presbyrterian. 


ry 26,\Whether it be nor the duty of Parent; by the Law of! 
Mo. nx, to Actor any aiowed or offered benefit Top rhety! my 
dren ?' the Infant being not fui Juris, but at his Parent s-difpoſe t2 .. 
all rhings that are fer bis good, have not theParents power to oblige - 
their children to any future duty or ſuffering, that 35 cert ain: fo | 
their own good © And ſo'may+hey not enter them 3nto Covenants” 
accordingly > And # it not nnnatarally finful: for a Paxent toye-' 
fuſe to do ſnch a thing,” when it #20 rhe” great benefit of bis own* 
child? And doth it not deſerve to be called the unthank'*ul Error, 
that oppoſerh Childrens Rights, and Bleſſings 2 


Artiqu, 36, Whether this Query benot, the ſame'in'effett; 
which we have had againand again ? "And we' would know what 
offet<d b:nefits the Infant of the Pedobaptifts: meet with; a- 
mong the Papiſts, or your ſelves either, which wereccived nor, 
meets for this cauſe of not doing to eur infants, as they -and 

ouare pleaſed to do? And whether it ' were not as'reaſonable 
Yr Parents to b>baptized in the childs ſtead, 'as to profeſs faith 
and repentance for ime And whether it be reaſonable for a 
Parent to oblige his Infant to. be of his opinion.and prattice,and 
ro ſuffer forthe ſame? And what Law of God requires this, 
and whetherthis may not 'be called the; 'umrcatonable'iars 
"Cour ? © os TIRE Ry 07 7 ERS: 
+ + : and, | Mo : 4, 8 $27 6 -(73 
' Presþyterian. © © 45vy 
- Query 39%. YFnther it may bethought; by wry dare wajnt div, 
the. the Covenant o  Cveth as Contibablt Re bt 'te 4 iy 
Fart in the World? Arbrhey alt brelutled *Antl iv Pres hey 
worſe then their Parents 2 If it give any Right to Infant} bond= 
$0nally, as it doth + Parents, muſh it not be on 4 condition to be 
performed = Parents, or {yrb are ſo far entruſted? 

cant autyfor God oy to- ſay [1 will ſave 


58 be called a Cov | 
al ſuch Infants 4s 1 def] and yer offer Salvation to none of 
© | ' 2x _ 
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ther in theWorld on any condition, 3; give 4 title to any Perſon 
that can be known by themſelves or others? Wouldit not be tggon- 
found the Decree of God with his Covenant > And what Right or - 
Hope doth this give to Chriſtians for their children more then to 
Pagans ? | 


Bapriſt, 


Antiqu. 37, Whether'iir may be thought that God ſhould 
require the-conditions of the Covenant of 'grace on them, which 
he knows:can obſerve none at all; or whether it be his will, 
that the grace of that Covenant ſhould depend upon others ob- 
{ſervation of the Conditions for them? And whether this be 
not to put the ſalvation of Infants out of his own'hand, and into 
the hand of ſuch as commonly negle& their owa? Andis not 
this to expofe poor Infantsto ruine, whoſe Parents generally are 
ſo far from keeping, thatthey are ftrangersta che Conditions of 
this Covenant? oy 

And where-are we taught to doubt the ſalvation of they 
fantsof Pagans? or to conclude ours only areinthe ſtate of ſal 
vation? 

And is it not much more ſecure to hope the ſalvation of In- 
fants onthe Ground of Chrifts dying'for them, and riſing again 
for th-ir Juſtfieation, then upon any Practical in Religion? And 
where did Ged ever ſince the beginning of the World, give any 
Ordinance to þe neceſſary to the ſalvation of any Infant in the 
World ? Can you believe thac the cutting off of the uncircum- 
ciled Man-cbild, was a cutting off from ſalvation > how then were 
all the Infants ſaved which were born to the 1ſraelites for fourry 
years together, ſuch of-thera, 1 mean, as diedUuring that time? 
And -why nay not Infants as wetl' be made rightcous withodt 
any thing tone on their part, as they were made ſinners withont 
any thing doneon their part ? Will not the ſecond Adarsobe- 
dience ſalve the firſt 4dams diſobedience * And-may not poot 
Infants better plead in the Yay of Judgement what:Chy;ff did/for 

_ them, then what your Goafathers or Proparents did for them? 


Pres: 


- (39) 
Presbyterian, 


Query 38.. Though all that are ſaved, are ſaved by the meri- 
$orious 719 hteouſneſs of Chriſt, by way of free Gift ; yet whether 
the condition be not a ſuteable acceptance ? And why may not a Pa- 
rent accept # Donation for his Child, who haty no will to accept it 
for himſelf * Shall be bo certainly ſhut out unto damnation > Or 
ſball be have that gift abſolutely which 1s conditional to all others? 
Or is be net concerned in the Donation at all? And have not 11- 
fants guilt and miſery from their Parents > And though Life and 
Pardon beby Chriſt only,. yet 55 it not congruens, that the meer con- 
dition of acceptance may bc Performed by the Parents,, (while they: 

cannot accept for themſelves? ) 


Baptiſt. 


Antiq. 38, Whiether the meritoriouſneſs of Chrift is not as 
available to ſave Infants without any mans acceptance thereof 
for thems Or whether hath God ty'd the ſalvation of any 
perlon to the acceptance of another ? A nd whether theſe be rot 
unreaſonable and unſcriptural cenceits * And whether it bc not 
for want of better Grounds for Infant-Baptiſm, that you thus 
continually tautologize, varying li:tle from that whicti you have 
ſaid once and again? 


Presbytertan. 


Query 39: (Whether it be no advantage for children to be un-- 
: dir-an early engagement to Gadg and Jeſus Chriſt ?) Whether to de- 
« dicate them betimzs to God, deth wot tend to ſecure God'gvight and 
childrens good, and toprevent their ſin and m ſery;, they berng thus 
nnder a dowble Obligation, - which they may be minded of betime 5, 
and which may hold thew more ſtrengly to their duty, and di ſadvan- 
rage the Tempter that wonld draw ther: off from God, & ca. 


Bap- 
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years ago,. that the Anabaptiſts roſe, 


| (3 r) 
Baj tif. 


Antiqu. 39, Who is againf as early an engagement of chil- 
dren to God as can lawfully be made and do not the 8apriſts 


engage their children to God as joon as they can, by Prayer and. 
-Supplication whiles Infants ;,and then by the þeft education they 


are able when docible ? But whether anything be done to pur 
polc in your judgement (when yetallis done that can be don?) 
unleſs it be rantized in your way? And whether it bz not b.tter 


- toleave the event of their accepting Baptiſm to the wile dil. 


poſe of God, then to do it per force in-Infancy, without Precept 
from God ? Alſo whether the Infant-Baptifm be-{uch a means 
to propagate Religion as you ſuppoſe, may be ſeen, when you 
conſider how inthe darkneſs of Popery, Pedobaptiſm was more 
common then now, but Chriſtianity much lets? And narye one 
if you can, that was bettered in Chriftian vertue by Pedobap- 
tiſm ? we think we can name one, and that your ſelf, which is 
worſe for it, for had you not that to reſt on, you would pro- 
bably deſire toput on Chriſtin baptiſm? whether it b+ not the 
fitteſt time to be buried with Chriſt in baptiſm, when we are 
dead with him from therudimentsof the world, or. whethcr it be 
reaſonable to bury ſinners therein-till they be dead to fin? and 
whether it can profit-any perſon to be baptized, unleſs he have 


the anſwer ofa good conſcience, by the Reſurrection of. Chrift- 


from the dead, 1 Per. 3. therein? 
Presbyterian. 


uery+40. Whether it Tap be provetl,” that ever there was one 
Are or Church (particular ) on Earth ſince Adam, till abokt 209 


were not Members of the Church ? 


Baptiſt: | 


Antiqui 40; Whether ia your ſenſe of making Infants Mem3- 


bers of the Church ge faite, it a; be proved there was any ir 
| s 2- : 10 


wherein Infants de fats: 
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ſo madea Member frem the <1 of the Werld till Abra- , 
hams time? and whether John Baprs/f, Chriſt, or any by his 
order, did reeeive Infants into the Church de fatto, 

And whether the Baptiftdo not better prove the Antiquity of 
their faith and praQtice in baptifm then any Aedobeptifſt in:the 
world 2 and doth-not your-conſcience tel{you,that the baptiſm of 
Men and Women, upon profefſienof faith and repentance, is be- 
yond the reach of-eontradiftion? whileſt M. Fax: himlclf-con- 
fefſes Infant-baptiſm to be fe difficult, that many of its Aﬀertors, 
both Proteſtantsand Papifts, are forced to confcls it cannot be 
proved by th e Seriptures? See bis Cure-p.7, And fecing you 
and we aregenerally agreed, that our way both for ſubjectand 
-manner isout of diſpute, clear in the Scriptures ; and you con- 
feſs by the Pen of Mr. Baxrer, that yours is very ditficult, is it 
not-reaſon the difficult way ſhould give place to the clear ande- 
widens way? 


Presbyterian. 


Query 41. 'FFhether it can be proved, that ever there was any 
-one 1 rfant of true Church-members, that was not rightfully .4 
Church-member himſelf from the Creation till Chriſt*s days'? Or 
from the Creation till this day, except the Anabaptiſts, who re- 
"j:& the-benefit, whoſe caſe 'we-will not-preſume to durermine? 


Baptiſt, 


Ant;qu. 41. Whether this Query be not the ſame we had be- 
a and yhether whatis ſaid to. it, may. not alſo ſutfiee to 
ibis? a - 


LY 


Presbyterian. 


Query 42. Seeing that Infants have been de fatto Church- 
members from the Creation to: this day ( 4s far as any Records" can 
lead 4) Js it likely, that the Lord, and Head, and all- ſufficient 
Covernour of bi/Churth, "woull fave promitedhic"Chwreb till 
_ ,nowytoby attually male wp of [ugh ſubjeth ry a3 'invegartl of -ge 2 
a2 b "op -E 
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diſallowed, and ſuffered his Churgh to be wrong framed till now ? 
Or 55 it a reaſonable, modeſt and lawful undertaking, to g0 about 
wow #n the end of the World to make God a new framed Church, as 
te the age of the Subjetts? Andi it nor mora modeſt and ſafe, to 
live gmietly in a Church of that frame, as all the Saints of Heaven 
lived in, tullthe other day, as a few Anabapti}s did attempt an Als 
teration? 


Baptiſt, - 


Antiqu. -42, Whether it be not utterly untrue, that Infants 
were Members of the Church de fatto, 4.c.to be-bronghtto pat 
take of Ordinances Practical in the Chusch, ſave only from A- 
b7aham to the end ofthe Law? And whether all the Pedobap:ifts 
in the world have rot hicherto been unable to ſhew any one in- 
ſtance before Abraham, or fince the Law was abrogatedy{omich 
a5 «ne Infant admitted'to any ſuch Ordinance-inthe: Charch of 
, ©:4, according to what the Scriptures afford in this cate? And 
\.* her it be not as mode in us to labour to reſtore Baptiſm'ts 
its puree inthe Church, both in reſpe& of the ſubjetand 
manner of Adminiftration thereof, as it was for the Proteſtants 
to do the like in reſpe& of the Lords Supper ; Alſo whether you! 
pretending.the Authority of the univerſal Church, be'not the 
ſame figment, with which the . Papiſts. deceived themſelves 
and others.? And how can you pretend the univerial Church, 
w hen the Primivive Church is on our fide ? 


Presbyterian, 


_ Query 4 3. Whether conſidering Chrifts own Infant- Meondpri 
Pup, and his kind reception of = Jn and his hilene yy on 
would have kept them: off, and his offers of taking in all the Jewiſh 
Nation, (Majih,2.3.37.) and that they were broken off by unbelicf, 
and conſequently the Seed of. Beljevers broken off" from the Church 
Univerſal, andthat whole Houſhold: are oft ſaid to be baptized, 
and that Paul prozounceth Relievers children holy, and that Chriff 
(Mat. 283.) commanded his Miniſters, as much as in them licth, to 
#iſciple all Nations baptizing them;cred | 
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ſo madea Member frem the beginning ofthe Werld till Abra- , 
hams time? and whether John Baprs/t, Chriſt, or any by his 
order, did reeeive Infants into the Church de fatto, 
- And whether the Baptiftdo not better prove the Antiquity of 
their faith and pratice in baptifm then any Aedgbeptift in-the 
world 2 and doth-not your-conſcience tellyou,that the baptiſm of 
Men and Women, upon profefſienof faith and repentance, is be- 
yond the reach of-eontradiftion? whileft M. Fax: himtclf-con- 
fefſes Infant-baptiſm to be fo difficult, that many of its Aﬀertors, 
both Proteſtantsand Papifts, are forced to confels it cannot be 
proved by th e Seriptures? See bis Cure p.7, And fecing you 
and we aregenerally agreed, that our way both for ſubjectand 
-manner is out of diſpute, clear in the Scriptures ; and -you con- 
feſs by the Pen of Mr. Baxter, that yours is very difficult, is it 
not-rea{on the difficult way ſhould give place-to the clear and e- 
widens way? 


Presbyterian. 


Query 41. FFhether it can be proved, that ever theremas any 
-one I rfant of true Church-members, that was not rightfully .4 
Church-member himſelf from the Creation till Chriſt”s days'? Or 
from the Creatron til this day, except the Anabaptiſts, who re- 
-j:& the-benefit, whoſe caſe wewill not-preſume to determine? 


Baptiſt, 


Ant;qu. 41. Whether this Query be not the ſame we had be- 
ps ? .and whether whatis ſaid to. it, may. not alſo ſutfiee to 
this? : 


w 


Presbyterian. 


Query 42. Seeing that Infants have been de fatto Church- 
members from the Creation to-this day ( 4s far as any Records" can 
lead ns) 1s jt likely, that the Lord, and Head, and all- ſufficient 

"Governvur of His/Churth, "would fave promntea® bir Chub till 
_, nowytoby attuallymaile wy of ſuth ſubjeittry a3 invegartl of Age = 
42 4 © the 
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diſallowed, and ſuffered his Cl be wrong framed till now ? 
Or is it a reaſonable, modeſt and lawful undertaking, to g0 about 
wow sn the end of the World to make God a new framed Church, as 
te the age of the Sabjeits? Andi it nor mora modeſt and ſafe, to 
live quietly in a Church of that frame, as all the Saints of Heaven 
lived in, tilithe other day, as a few Anabapti}ts did attempt a Als 
teration'? 


Baptiſt, 


Antiqu. -42, Whether it be not utterly untrue, that Infants 
were Members of the Church de fatto, 5,:.to be-broughtio pat- 
take of Ordinances PraRtical in the Chusch, ſave only from A- 
b;raham to the end ofthe Law? And whether all the Pedobaptifts 
in the world have rot hitherto been unable to ſhew any one in- 
ſtance before Abraham, or fince the Law was abrogateds{omich 
a5 ne Infant admitted'to any ſuch Ordinance-inthe: Charch of 
f. ©, according to what the Scriptures afford in thiscate? And 
\.* {her it be not as modeſt in us to labour to reſtore Baptiſm'ts 
its pure2ſe inthe Church, both in reſpe& of the ſubje&tand 
manner of Adminiſtration thereof, as it was for the Proteſtants 
to do the like in reſpect of the Lords Supper ; Alſo whether youv 
pretending. the Authority of the univerſal Church, be'not the 
ſame figment, with which the. Papiſts. deceived themſelves 
and others.? And how can you pretend the univerial Churchy 
when the Primitive Church is on our fide ? 


Presbyterian. 


_ Query 4 3. Whether conſidering Chrifts own Infant- Meongpri 
Pup, and bs kind reception of "7 om and his chiding theſe thas 
would have kept them: off, and his offers of taking in all the Jewiſh 
N ation, (Maith.2.3. 37.) and that they were broken off by unbelief, 
and conſequently the Seed of Believers broken off) fromk the Church 
Univerſal, andthat whole Houſhold: are oft ſaid to be baptized 
and that Paul prozounceth Belzevers children holy, and that Chriff 
(Mat. 28.) commanaed his Miniſters, as much as inthers licth, to 


#i/ciple all Nations baptizing them;Crc > | WES 
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= - 
\” 


#4 


n —  —-" ———4 <7 ee EE TT... CIS 


34) 
Baptiſt. » 

Antiqu, 43. Whether Chrifts Inſants Church-memberſhip/ 
did not.pertain tothe JewzfhEhurch-only, Gal. 4.4. born under 
the. Law only, &c.. And whether. he was not about 30 years 
when he entred in our Profeſſion, Heb. 3. 3, The ApoRle ana” 
High Prieſt of onr Profeſſion Chrift Jtſuu. See Luke 3, And: 
' then:whether his example Be netflat againſt you ? 

Alſo « ether Chriſts only praying for Infants, and not bapti- 
2ing them cough brought re him, neiiher ordering any other to 
do jt that we reade of, .do not fhewus that Infants may be un- 
der the bleſſings of Chriſt without baptiſm ? And wherher you 
may not tremble to preſume to do more then he did, or appeint-- 
ed to be doge? Arc you wiſer then he ? 

__ Alio whether wlies within the pewer of any Minifter to dj(- 
ciple an-Infamtz orſhew us one Infant with you, or any Pedo- 
baptiſt +yer macle a difciple ? or be plealed to come and make 
my: infants Gjiciplesit you can,and 1promiſe you I will aifiſt you 
what I canin the baptizing them ?.'and not onlyſo, but do m 
beſt. to employ you elſewhere, I ſpeak it- {eriouſly. And whe- 
ther this would 104 do more to-decide the Controverfie, then all 
the Bopks that are written by any of you ? and if you cannot dg 
this, how will Marth. 28. 19. warrant: you to baptize Infante, , 
{ith its plain chat diſcipling goes before baptizing ? and how dits 
Ciples are to be made. we: think it beſt to-learn of Yeſus, Jobr 
4. 3- Howtbink you 2 Do you indeed believe, that any perſon 
being of the Nation, entatles thera ts: brptiſm 2 why then who + 
Is nota fit ſfubj<&, ſeeing all Infants 3nd men 00 are of one Na- 
tion.or another? and ifthere be other Qualifications: neeclAry, . 
whether ro be taught be not one of the chief of them ? - and 
why do. you iay we take Infants away from Chrifts Church, be= 
caule we baptizezhemm not ; are they.in it before baptized ?- if 
lo, how do weak them away ? 2 OLE 


'S ' d 
Query 44. 1 ſunny, whether © 1,God wonld-net have Parent's 
_I | n pls devote - 
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Prezbyterian.' 
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Aevete thiir children to.hiem, andenter them according to their ca 
pxcity in his Covenant ?* 2, Whether alſs he doth not accept into 
his Covenant all that are faithfully thus devered to him, and be not 
prcnliarly their God, that ſuch children are holy ?* 3. Whether 
rhry are not as certainly Members, acc:rding to ay Infant-capacity; 
of the viſible Church, as they are of all King doms under Haven? 
4. Whether there be not f.zr more lope of their ſalvation, then of 
rhoſe without? 5.Wnether the Covenant doth not mak* their ſl- 
vation certain, if they ſo die? 6, Whether rye Inveſt.ture and 
Solemnization of their Govenant with Carift ſhould or be mae in 
Infancy, 6 ? 


Baptiſf, 


Antiqu. 44. Inſumm, 1. Whether we donot as much to our 
Infants Cin our capacity) as Chrift did to the It. fints which 
were brought tohim ? and will not: that ſatisfie , unleſs we 
go from him to follow you? And as tothe bufinels of the Co- 
venant, let us hear what Mr. Baxter faith, More Reaf, p. 86. 
All Mankind is bronght by Chri5t under a Covenant of Graces 
which is not vain or repealed by God, but as their abuſe of the grace 
'of the Covenant may caft them out , for as a Covenant of entire 

' Nature was mate with all mankind in innocent Adams ſo a Coves 
nant of grace was made with all mankind in lapſed Adam, Gen, 
3-15. in the Promiſed Seed, and renewed again with all ma-- 
kind in Noah, &c, And now we ask whether our Infants ac- 
cording to this accoint of the Cevenant of Grace be not in it 
without bapti'm, fith they bave not abuſed the grace of the Co: 
venant ? and'whether baptiſm be not far more proper, when af« 
ter they have corrupted themfelves by ſin; they come to humiki« 

ation, and fo to enter into this Eovenant npon the termes of the 
Goſpel ? | 

| Whether your Expoſition of the univerſal Church,upon ALar . 
20.19. db takeinthe Prattice of the ' ApoMies inf purſuante of 
that Commiſion to the AFs of the Apoſtles, and theExpoſition 
of the Baptifts? and ifnot, then you either deny us fGhe of the 

- univerſal Church, or -el{e you have not the Expoſition of the 
Churckuniverſatd + | | | 
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Presbyterian, 


Query . 435. How inconfiderable 4 Part of the univerſal Church 
do the Arabaptiſts held Communion with? And do they not we 
church almeſt all the Churches on Earth? ( may we not think, that 
They rob Chri#h of more then nine Parts of ten of his Kingdom, or 
Chwch univerſal? V.p. 305.) - 


Baptiſt. 


Antiqu. 45. Whether upon Luthers revolt from the Pope, 
you were not upbraided with holding communion with an incon- 
{iderable part of the univerſz] Churck? why do yuu take up 
the Papifts weapons? .Did not that pious man that ſuccoured 
Athanaſius in the time of the Arr:anpertiecutionanſwer ihe Ob» 
jection well, when he ſaid, The cauſe of truth 55 not therefore exs- 
paired, becauſe'1 am alone; ---Glory not therefore in maultituaesy 
for it 15 not the multitude but the cauſe that juſtifieth or condemmet b? 
A'iſo whether we may not alſoconclude, that many are of the 
univerſal Church, which do not communicate with us'or your 
ſelves ? and yet whether the ſcparation from. many Pedobap- 
gifts will not juſtific our ſeparation from you more clearly.? 


qhy 


Pre:byterian. * 


Query 46. Whether they can yoſſivly hops ,that ever the church 
on Earth will unite upon their terms, of rejecting all their Infants 
from the viſible Churcky and renowncing all eur Infant-Rights and 
Benefits conferred bythe Baptiſmal Covenant of Grace? ; 


Baptiſt, 


Antiq#. 46, Whether this. be in effe&t to-ſay, What will theſe 
feeble Jews;do? And why may we not hope that- this great E--5, 
miſtake of yours may vaniſh, as well as that great miſtake of | 
Auſtin ,, and the generality. of men profeiſing Chiiftianity, whe 
brought lnfants allo to the Lords Table, and thas for many tman- 

2 1 cds 


Q 37) 

dreds of years together, and PD it bv as pfaufible reaſons as 
any you have for baptizing them? Could Ged reform fo great 
and general anerrour, forced on by Learning and Authority of 
eminent men, Andſhall we think this thing only too bard for 
God : eur {mall number ſhall not make us doubt, for we know 
God doth great things by ſmall means. And what Baptiſmal grace 
do we defire you to renounce, when we only defire you to mend 
anerrour;Did the twelve diſciples, As 19. renounce any baptiſ- 
ma! grace, when (according to the Interpretation of the Ancients) 
they were baptized again ? Szrely Reformation is no errour, 


Presbyterian, - 


Query 47- And whether if they continue to the Worlds end to ſe. 
parate from almoſt all the Churches and unchurch them, their Ems. 
ployment welt not be ſtill to: ſerte the great Enemy of Love and Con. 
cord, againſt the Lord of Love and Peace, and againſt the Profperity 
of Faith and Godlineſs, and againſt the welfare of the Church and 
Seuls, and to the ſcandal and hardning of the ungodly? 


Baptiſt, 


Antiqn. 47. Whether the ſeparation i« not juſtly chargeable 
upon thoſe which cauſe diviſions and offences, by aſſerting and 
maintaining ſuch errours, as beingadmitted, the way of God muft 
Be corrupted, or laid aſide ? and whether theſe are not the men, that 
(at leaſt unawares) ſerve the defign of the. great enemy, and whe- 
ther you are not guilty of the fault wherewith you wayld charge 
ut * 


Ptesbyterian. 


"1*'” 4$. Woether too many well-meaning gb ut weak C briftians, 
are not diſaffefted to lawful and warr antable things in rhe Worſhip of 
God, . meerly becanſethey. ſer ſuch as are ungodly uſe and own they: ? 
And whether if God ſhould but let ns have a. King and other Rulers, ; 
} 7h 
3 


that were againſt InfantsBapriſm, - ſmging of P[alyes, of c. _ ; 
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would make Laws for their own way, ard 1wpeſe it oi others, ſo that 
the ungodly multitude ſhould fall in with them, it wonld nat preſently 
exre wany that are now for ſuch Opinions? | 


Baprift, 


Antiqu, 48. Whether many, but weak Chriftians, would hold 
to the crrou: of Infant-ſprinkling, but meerly becauſe J.B.and Mr. 
Baxter, cc. doſo, And whether this be not as much weakneſs of 
the one band, as the cafe put by you on the o:her ? and whether 
both ought not tobe amend+d ? And whether the latter part of this 
Query do not ſhew, that to follow the greateſt number is not al- 
ways the b:t way ? And why then weuld you diſcourage us by 
our Paucity? And whether tuch Confidcrations might not have 
diſcouraged the Apoſtles,feeing they were to alter the ſtate of Re- 
ligion in the Jewsſ} Church, yea, throughout the whole world ? 


Pres byterian. 


Query 49. Whether Mr. Baxter in the ſecond and third part of 
that his ſecond defence of our Infants Rights, have not ſufficiently 
detefied the great and notorious untruths in Falt and Hiſtory, wheres 
with Mr. HD. Treatiſe of Baptiſm, and Reply co Mr, Willcs is 
fully ſtuffed. 


Baptiſt, d 


Antiqu, 49. Whether Mr. D. and Mr, Tombes have not ſuffi- 
ciently detefted Mr, Baxters miſtakes in many of his Works a» 
be Infant-baptiſm., and particularly in Mr. Towbes his Felo de 
Je. Alfo whether Mr. W:8s exceptions againft Mr. D. are not 
well foiled by Mr. D. in his twofold Defence ef his Treatiſe of 
Baptiſm; And whether Mr. Baxter did ever yet, or ever will ac- 
cept o Mr. Tombes his ferious Challenge lately made in theſe 
words. 

- 4 Challenge him to ſet down diflintHy bis Theſes, concerning the 

Grace he meanes, the Covenant of Grace, what and whoſe it 33, how 

. 313 bgp,tſwal; what aretherights end binefits conferred to _ | 
| | y 


(69) 
by ity ufing words in the ir greper ſence antl gennint notions, andrhes 
without Queſtions, Exclamations, Flirts, Suppeſitions 1wyreved, ſut 
down bis Scripewres, and form bis Arguments ſubſtantially---and 
then 1 doubt not b#t learned and accurate Diſputants il ſes bris folly, 
&c, Poſtſcript 19.447. D. ſecond Reply p.267, 


Presbyterian. 


Query 59. Whether the Anabaptiſts ſchiſm, or ſeparation ſrom. 
Communion with our Churches be not worſe yet then their fimple Opi- 
wion ? Andwhether ut benor deſirable, and poſſible, that | ome may be 
found out , and terms laid down, in which goed and ſober men on botls 
fdes would agree and bold Communion ? 


BaptiiF. | 


Avntiqu.$0. Whether the Papifts may not on fairer Grounds 
Query thus with the Proteftantt, then you can do with us, eſpe- 
cially when the Cauſe you manage againftus is ſo doubtful in the 
judgement of its beft friends. as we ſhewed in our Preface ;, and 
here we ſhall further add what Mr. T. notes in his firſt Reply, 
p.126, Mr. Chillingworth (ſaith he in bis Anſwer to Knet's Cha- 
rity maintain d, part. 1.C.3. $.44- P-152. faith, The dotrine of 
Infant- baptiſm is of that ſort, of which the Scripture is ſilent. And 
the Oxford-Divines, in their Reaſons of the preſent Judgement of 
the Univerſity, &c. Jane 1. 1674+. Do. left. 4. p.9s. lay, That 
without theConſent, Yudgment andPrattice of the univerſal Church, 
(which they diſtinguiſh from the Scriptures) they fhould be at aloſs 
when they are called upon for proof of rhe baptizing Infants, Now 
this conſidered with what Dr. Taylor faith, Diſfſsaſive from Po- 

»P.118. That it is certain, there is no univerſal or prime Tra- 
dircon for baptizing infants, then whether you may not more ſe- 
curely forbcar baptizing your Infants, till endowe d with knows. 
ledge and faith, then to doit withour. And in the mean time re- 
tain your opinion about their being in the Covenant of Grace,and 
let Chriſts Minifters or your ſelves pray for them after the ex- 
apple of Chriſt, 'And whether t2's might not be 8 wore likely 

= way” 


- (4d) 
-way for a laſting Peace between the Baptiſts and the Pedobar- 
ciſts, and more conſonant to the Scriptures then the way pro+ 
pounded by you ? 

And ſceing it ſhall come into your hearts tos make ſome Over 
tures for peace, we deſire you would preſceute that needful Work. 
And whether it may not better be done by perſonal Conference in 
a friendly and Chriſtian manner, - then by writing Books one to 
another. And whether the Baptiſts have not offered this, and bin 
- rejected by you in ſucktheir tenders of- friendſhip ? 

May theſe Queries. and Antiqueries have an effeual tendency to 
the increaſe of Love and Chirftian Friendſhip, and if not, whe; 
pher it had not been better they bad been vowritten ? 
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at wh The Poſtſcript. | 
Shewing that Infant-baptiſm is contrary to the Command of Chrift. 

Eceiving lately in Writing a P repoſition from a Miniſter of 

R the Church of. England, to which 1 ſent him certain Argu- 
ments,.. to prove what 1s denied, in the ſaid; Propoſition. : 1 ſhall 
here offet the ſamets Conſideration, . ,The Propoſition is this, 
: -[Prop.. 


 Tafant- baptiſm 3s not contrary to the Command of C briſt. 


— 


4 wn © 


If Infant-baptiſm be not contrary tothe. Com- 
mand of Chriſt, then it is of divine Inftitution, 
But Infant-baptiſmis not of divine Inſtitution, | 
Ergo, Infant-baptiſmis contrary to the Command of Chriſt, 
The Major is,truey becauſe there is only one Bapriſm inſtituted by 
Chrift. The Minor is true, becauſe no man can ſhew any divine 1n> 


From rhe inſtiru- 
tion of bapriim. 


firution of Infant-baptiſm,  __ 
: | Arg. 2. 

It infant-baptiſm be not eontrary to, the Com- 
 MandofChrift, then itagrees with Chriſts Com- 

eaiſſion far the perpetuity of Baptiſm, Aar.28.19. 

. Bur Infant- baptiſm 1s not agreeable to the Commiſſion 40m 2 
the erpetuity Baptiſm, Mar. 28. 19. - 

rgo, Infant-baptiſm is contrary to the Command of Chrift. 

"The Major is true, becauſe Chriſt commanded nothing contrary to 
his own Commiſſion. The Miner 55 true, fith no man can ſhew any 
Agreement berween the Commiſſion and Infant-bayti (m1. 

Abe aieur Bo v x4 

1f. infant. baptiſm be not contrary co the Com- - + +; | 

ind of QT pres it is ogroectile 56 the pratice From. the pra. 


From the inſti. 
tation of Baptiſm 


of the Apoſtalical Churches, Siee of the fir 
; Bog infant-bapritm isnot. agreeable to the pra- Tg 
c Apoſtolical ur ches, 


ant-baptiſm is contrary te the Command of Clift. 
ajer if 11%y beeanſe 


- 


that 


© rhe -— ki tid. ebſerve of 
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That Chrift cmmanded in theeaſe# tim. The Minor is true; 
becauſe no man car? ſhtyr, he robe. Churches did baptize ſo 
7 ich as oh If ann. $1 PU CIBV HY: $34 BORIPRTY Nh I AWIAS, 1, 
u carat 8 7 HEE Are,4. © 

"From the ne» Tf infant. baptiſm? be*not contrary to the Com- 

ceſtuy of Ree" mand of Ohtiſt;ahitnitts the baptiſm of Repentante: 


* 
o 


oe. gry . for Remilfon of fad! i 215110 5© 
where fin is -— 
waſhed away — But infant- baptiſih is not the baptiſm of repent- 
beptiſmally.. anceforremiſhon'df ſing" 137 195 mY 
Ergo, Infant» byptiſia is contrary to. the Command 
of Chriſt, > vo 0 2060 0922 BY YORMARA TY 41 AQ» ar. 
The Major is true, becauſe Chriſt commanded no by iſm, but the 
baptiſm of repent ane# ſor Remiſſeoh of ins; Rs % 585 EOS: 
The Minor is true, 6etaiſe' Inf amts'have'all the (ook Aful ure 
Infancy, without repetitaiice, elſe they 6tn have td Rt [fipn. Its 
i-4 13G 008 {1 W, 2 Th 6 { H$T6:44k 
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From theill co. 0 That which hath ina great meaſure, and natu-.- 
v.45 ent In. rally tends wholly to wake'void'the byptiſar teeth. 
fant-bapthim- manded by Chriſt, is conittary ro ths Cothmiind'dÞ 
Chriſt. » TJ 9G; Me 

But infant-baptiſm hath in a great meaſure, and naturally tends ; 
wholly to make void the baptiſm commanded By Chrifeft-- 72 + 59 

Ergo, intant-baptiſittis contriit'pt6the Chimiind of Ehrift: 

The Majoris trac} \vicauſe OB25Þ cimmiznd? HWinv tb ibs bnid 
his own command. The AMindY i* irlic;” fo Where fd; hpi fet v#. 
generally rectivetty A fie III 23s 

\ LATED 02.48 280% Yap 945: AL! 
| For the unrea* If infant- baptiſt be as unreaſonable, as ns 
fonablene(s thet=: ptiſe perſons when they ire/afſery of Ueall; thi i 


of. is contrary -to theEommand of Chrif, 
But inſant. baptiſm is as ontthfoittble&ft: ons weten 
they are afleep of Uta 5© O02 $30293TUD. Ot Jr 14, it 8.3 * Q-Lf * 


Ergo,.Infant-baptifm is contrary tothe command of Chrift  * 
The Major is tre; pero nero Yo is 
unreaſonable, I mean, that whickr192ta | +roth; 
and not-in mans judgemertFonfy y 5 Phe: Ct becabfe 
thoſe who boptite Infagnedelilally \dbie Wit ty DP; 
We” Secondly, 


Secondly, becauſe the Greunds uſually inkfted 6n for infant- Ms: 


ee EL I ED I EY FRAIL 1 -—_ Lead 
- 
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ptiſm, will &s well juftifie the baptizing Perſons aſleep er dead ; f 


mean, ſuch only as have known and believed in the Lord Jeſns ;. 


yea, the Scripture may ſeem (according te Interpreters, to hint 
jome ſuch thing to have been done in the Chriſtian Church, and 
he root approve it) but no ſuch intimation touching any Infant, 
Avg. 7. WS 
That praQtice which renders the "8 of 


Chrift and his true followers, (who were F*99 the diſhoncur it. 


offerech to Chriſts 


baptized in Rivers, or much water) ſuper- praQice. 


Ruous or ridieufous, and which agreeth not. 
with the word 6aptize,when uſed in the New Teſtament toexp! els. 
= _ done 1n that Ordinance, is coatrary tothe Command 9 
Chriſt. . 

But the ſprinkling of Infants now uſed by the Presbyterians, 
renders the pra&ice of Chriſt and his true followers, (who were 


baptized in Rivers or much water) ſuperfluous or ridiculous, and 
agreeth not with the fignification of the word Baprizr, when uſed. 


to expreſs, (according to the New Teftament) the A& done in 
thatOrdinance, | 

E-rgi, Infant-baptiſmis contrary to the command of C h1 iſt, 

Toe Major is evident, becauſe Chrift would command nothing ta 
refie*t diſhonour upon his own prattice, 

The Minor ss true, becauſe if ſprinkling 4 little water on the face 
only be ſuf ficient, then immer (jon or dipping in the River muſt needs 
be ſuper fluous, &c, neither can the word Baptiz: and Rantize, with 
any equity of ſpeech or good ſence, be uſed to expreſs the ſame ation. 

Thus, though we juſtly refuſe infant-baptiſm, becauſe no man 
can prove it commanded by Chriſt, yet that wemay mere efteu- 


ally perſwade our Countreymen; to admit ofthe refteration of this - 
Ordinance to priftine integrity, we have offered theſe Arguments - 
to ſhew how contrary to Chrifts Command is that darling Traditts- 


on ol PeJdobaptiſm... 
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